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^^^M41/94/2001-#TM.--RFrW^^=TIR 3tM%7|iT, 1963 (1963 iT>r 38) ^ IFR 48 ^TTOTTrf^’iJPT 3 RRt 
p; y^Wi RTftT'^iTnr M6(i^5[3T 37^ #RT •gra ^ Tfit wr 

%. ■^arwrr^RiT’Pri^R'sjRmt i 


JinWf 3t ^>m^lrtI/94/2001 

5[to 1^0 . 


cbldctiidi 




11 Rr^,2002 cf^T 

^ RFioTT #RT ^0^ SRT vSfi^ gf) srafcT ^ tffH (^afpM) SRI 

RTf TRET ^ ^ ^ f$iR jno f^o ^ 

STHn^S-l 3^ t I 

2.1 li'Hii'Hii'flvcH ^ aiR^ 3n^n^ ^ Prnfcif^d ^ t :- 

(i) '3'0'tJ TJSi S>T 10 2001 RW W yell'd 0/11 3l1^ 

9 3mRT,2001 RTR I ^Tc?t gR% ^ 12 so? 

S€? Rltr S’? I '<S\'H\ 3^4? ^ ^ (4)H Rtf <t>oi? ^ vrt*rt SR f^TST I 

(J) 


911 01/2002 
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(ii) ^ SRI afk ^ TliSten 

wq^ W W 12 qil^ cIRa^ ^i^^^TTel^elsftT 3RT IRI 
^ ^r anniKm q^i f^Fur i srt; aiw 2001 q>r ^^flRi ^ M 
'jR^ q>t q>t I 


(iii) ail^l^lRql BRI M ^ qjRiiT 9 SIW. 2001 ^ 4 RRi47, 2001 

^ ^ gralSr ^ foRf wr ^ ige ^ ^ ^ 

TTT <}Wl4l£l ^ ^ ^ TR ^ RTtRIPT T ^ vJlcJ) 3l^'<ltl W f^^IR qR^ ^ 
?qT?qRf^ I 


(iv) ^ q5t^^TR^rii?^«iTt^ srt ^ ^ 

^ aicrf^ ^ q5l^ f^RRR ^ ^rnijR i 


cJF 9 aPTR, 2001 ^ 4 Rqtq^, 2001 ^RF SRlf^ ^ fct'I ai^'R MtiH I^RRIT qT^ q q5^ I 


3.1 Jii^ ^ sigriR IR?M gSt 3# qm jraWmt q>t ^fRcnart 3fN 

git ^Tci?f f^qPhqt ^ 1^ ^It(t I ^3T^I htr ^ w w ira>R t ;- 


>jtflRR;ifM afl^ ftifiN IR <6^4»Tn (i;<{IH 44 i 


(i) THTfMtw ^ giti ^ g ^ TR itt ^ ^jcg^ IRT g>^ ^ ggi i gtatrM ^ 
3FRi^ w ^ ^k{*i(^g) ^ atg^ gf^ g>rit/gii-N #rt ^ f ^ eg 

aigftf '<'r*i ^ ^ wit / gj^'R tr ftRigi g^jR f^gr grrar I srI'. 

TfRn^^ siRi g?f aigitt ^ xRFjwjxjtijR ^ w git^ Tgg f^Rigr 

g^ g^f %gT vjir^ i 



[wTin—•qTO4] 


HnTT TTsrpf : 
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(ii) 31? irmcTT 71% ^ t, ^rr g? ^ 3R; ^atrM git ^TfTRR ^?Tm 

3#Pl3FT, 1963 git gRT 55 3l#3 71% gW g?! ilv^ ^ Tigi^ ^ I % ^ ITH 

^ Trng Higgig gg g ^fgr g>i4 ^ ^roi I % gg hh gsiTTH rtri 

^ 3i#g t, 3% g? aifSlftgg g? ^ Tragu i 


3n7^ tggriRrft %o (xiTwftanj) 

(i) g% gggt / gitg7 7Rg% 7^7 g7 ^ gnm t cfr %7T^r ti ^ ^ ^ 7t^ 

gTH Ji^cgj ^r ^ 7tg4 g^ t g? amiicigH Pi%id t?? ^ ■^g>i4 11 

(ii) gitg? #tn jnf^iRgt ^ tc%g 3i^ tr ^ ggi «it 3 % 3tgg: 

^ t^To^r git| gpiRT g^ gigi ggt 1 3ig: irr^ri^ gg git^ ^ g ^ g? ^g^ gi^ ^?rggT 
g>t 3igter gg %7igT g^ g^ %gT grnrgr 1 


g6tHg»igi ggg ^gro (^giWtift) 

(i) g^rrag rirt sit^f^gg, i963 g^ gRi 48 ^ si^ttr g^FTfR juftgRg git % 

^ gn 3 % <1# ^ fcigTR ^tgR g57% 5if^ jtm %g^ si^Stg gg gRi 

^ f3fitf^<ki %7ft ^ ^ cR Raggg wg ^ gi gRi 42 ^ aiEjtg jut^lfg %7tt 3Rg 

cgf^ ^ gRi %gT gjRgi I gxH riri «% gji wggg ^griTT 3i1?iRgg, 1963 g>t gRi 
53 ^ 3i?frg 1?%g *n% ^ ^ ?i1^ jitr 1 1 

(ii) gitg7 git ^ gg^ ^ %Tj c^sj^M %wtgR g^ t sr; i^'8Tj7RTt t >?^ git sititR 
TtStgggg^ git wr Tig^^ I 


^Tg^t ^%gr ftw^ q7tt %ii !TR ( ^ nj^j Tiii) 

(i) g5tg7 gg^ git 3igi$i ^ %^t gTig i^Rigi g^t t^gi gngi gitfe*? ggtf^ "^tgi 
g[Ri gj%g7 ^ %7 %f% 7'^'i %7tt ^ jig>K ^ (^*ggi'< g^t ^ I ^Ttt 

jiggggggt g7t^gtg 1 % *t ^tt grT=tt gtl^ 1 


ggra slfa 3p»;y ^<> 7 ^ (j^Manj) 

(i) g^iggg TnffitgRoi ■^^gj iRi gft 1^ gifg ^ x^gj tjjrt w®i^t f^pm 
gi^ git 3ig1?r ^ ^gitxStSt ?ri wt %7Tt git ^ git srlSlTjf^ 

g>7 gojdi ^ I 
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(ii) TTfFiWFJWFf ^ amim ^ ; alk juft ^ ^ w 

w an ^ ^ sri ^<5t^N nR w i am: ^ 

^ ^ ^ WRT 5tra?iR ^ ^ ^ in^ ^i Rif^tgRnr e[rt 

t^xfR f^i)[ w 'dtuai ^ I 

3.2 g?t ijgj-iTgj jif% sfR ^^3 iFM ^ ntrfgf^ ^ 

Tf^l 

4.1 ^ 7 ^5R^, 2002 ^ ib'idcUldl ^T g5t I ^itggcT ^r 

t^Rfclf&ld ing^l tttj ■,- 

4 ftPT ?jhft<iT WK) few 

(i) TfH RIRI ^ ^ ^ ^ fen ^ ^ Wf^IgROT ^ 

I 

(ii) rtr ^ nro ^ifl'Twn ^ ?fr ?n nn^ vjnR nitTir ^ i^r? ^ \ 

(iii) 4 \mi !gQ<b ^ ^5>r an ; Nj^nc^ ?n nn\ ? 

(iv) nitr? ^aiFM g>t sd^PRH ^ w nm «n I vTH^ ^ ^i fEi ^ «fl I 

\3'H<Fi g>« gniy ^ f^nr n<ji i ti? ^ I^ri an i 

(v) ^ URT fnci5\ ^ 5^\, sft^ ^ ^ aft i ^3^ w ^ 

M nm CRT %Jn an % gft ^ ^ ^ nn rct 'ot^t ^ ^ 

1t3T ^ ^ 3Tf?iR<w RcI w fftnr w an i 

(vi) RfR ^ wft ^3Tcft c(R^ ^ ^ ^ng^ni an ajk mrft ngn # ^ nft 
gn?T nR an i 

(vii) ?n^ ^nft gRni ^ nt arfftftcRT w ^ n?iT ^ ; ?nft 

c^3Tftft5) ^ -gRifl tftRT, '3i^ ^ftm ?jcg> nft srl^j'gRin fftran 3ft? ?ftnT igc^ ft 
g'M^lH f^ajT I ?n R?ft ft ?ft \m 3in^ ^ f^ ^ 4t Rnj i 

(viii) ?ft w ft ?ftnT ^cgj ft ^ nft aft I ?nft ftt nfftnifftnT nft aft ,- n^ 

vsrrft ^ gift ft ^ gftft -nwift T3 nftt tftm ngr, sm.’ -sn aiqft mtcRft nft 
nnftn nftt Iftdi nrri i 

T??ftRn»VR giftg 4i)cT<igmi 

(i) nrin nft IftRi fftn ??Tgft 'gngi Ift^ 'm tftn nft rtw gft WRnnftt ^ fti 

Rift) mfftn aft I 

(ii) ?Tft5FJTnRft ^^cicf nrft 3ft? #cT gft gft Wrft ftnr ft i nrggi nft gftRT 

T3ni?ft gft ftvgft fftif gnft ft ng^ ^3?Tgft ?nganftt Tj^ ^ !n?ftt RfftiT I 


tHniii—'0P354] 


■JfiT 
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(i) ^^^P^ 5 KT^ sn 'q 3 ^ 5 i(?i g?& 5 H ^ i 

(ii) ^ % ■#5tcn| ^ 4 err I ^ tt^ g;^ t i ■% 

^ t[? ^orfi gn cfiTH TTvJr^ gRT 1?tRg ^5nm t WT ^ I 

(ui) sthp ^ MFi^ ^¥t ^Rn^i^y ^ #cn ws 

^ tin^ stcifSi ^ Rtfy iRt yjpfr t5J^ »tT?i cR^ ^ ^ 
fStnfg ^RR m 1 

(iv) f^rf^m cTlf^ y5T ^ ^ ^ wn STT 1 

(v) tr^ cA ^ yiFft isTcft gj^ gg g>t^ 3 ^ 5 ^ g# gyr ay \ 

(vi) TTtRfti^ qr^ gg ^ggfR {?pgT f^RT^ fsfctg ^ 1 

(vii) gt^ ^OTcil gR^ ^ gi^ gi^ c^ aiteP gtr ^g^RT ^ cJt 1 giw g^f aft ^gggr 
^ g| sit I 

4.2 ^ggcfT^ ft, ^yM€t ^ fcrt^ i^tcigg ir^ Icpgt t^ffi^i TRRRrjtftTjR ^ arRrictgg t> gt^ 

ft fM&nff efi I grg^ c^ gi^ ft tcR^R ^ ggr^ gM-gtrst ^3Mt€t % wt f^Rtfr ^ gwtft icRs? 

f^Rferf^g gi^ aft gift t> 


(i) gj^ Weft gR% gft ooermr cpgfr ^ fMR^gTft g>bR ^ gft t sfR ff g7>ft 

aft TfOtg gtt gttgg Weft gRf| gt 1^ ?gjR /ygr 1^ I 

(ii) gt^ ft gxR g%R ^ aftgg sTRTer wt ^ tmw wh ^rt eg , afR afsrw 

iqJTI^ ^ cRJ^ gft waft t 1 

(iii) gf^ gt^ gft Rerg ^ apn ?n ^ irefe j^qi:^ ^^gjgRit g^ggft ^ gR 

^gg^^ t I g^t ^ ^ ^ g5gj=ft wm ^ % im^ 

ftRgi w gigw 1 

(iv) ggrwg Jttl^tgsw sigft 30 amgg^ 2001 ^ gio ^W’Mt/ee/gg-t^rt^ttr ^ 

Mggftw g^^ gg a(wg^ gay^^t gft g%ft ^ 1^ ^ w? gft gwg gftag tffgffei gRff 
^ OT^t 3tT^ ft ?gT gi^ ft geys^gRui t ■.- 

wg gg (Jgf gg gftf t^atwg g^ gggt afR gg gitgg ggr# gRiff 
g5t gRrwT g^ gig gRtw ggfif^ git^tg^iM itRT ^ gnsf 

gggf ggr?/^ gig ww t 1 gg^ agg^ if af®tw vm a3gt 
otiaj gfj ^ ^ ^iStag jnj^ggM ^ gggf ’E^rg^ gg 3TT^ 

I gtet: grR RtTfT fR[ f$#rT w^g/aRM % 3tf(w g5f w gigieft t gy 

^Il'^l/bZ—'^ 
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'JWT WPT 3Frra?ZI^ WT % fSRT ^ l' 

(v) ftHfcrf^^T ^ ^ ^ ^ RFT 4 3lit^ % ^ fc!lX[ aT^RtftW 

^ RTt^45|R?rt gRT ^ f^ ufRIT t 3tk ^ 75 

^ WPJ #RT ’ftcR «ncft ^ ^>?IT ^ ^ ^ *teTW HW? 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 1^ 1^ ^ >555F ^ gipit giT ^w^PfT ^ ^ 

^ t$?f?hT Nl?^ 3It<I5Wg> artiftnRlFdHi ^ 3Jk rR^S^ ?I®IT gj^ISTcft 
cby^ ^ <MPIfl clS-i ^ I 3TRMT RlR*l ^ ^RlT/^Sf^ ft^fT 

vm m WT rR^ ^ #T[ ^ ^ ^ xstfit 3fR ^ f^iRr 

Jf^ ?i5nr ^ % iTSROI IPTR NPJ ^ ^ l‘ 

(vi) RFI%r vTQRPT ■'^RIWTJ ^ atcRiJR^ t^RFf RtH JURlrarM Tlt3 ^ 

|^?^^r?FTcT [ 1996 (l), 859 : 1996 1802 ; ^0 1928 ] ^ 

^ ftj=?fcl%(f 3 ?tW .- 

'mfj ^ 3?#T Rrt^ ^ ^ ^ #rt igei ^ 

RTcitiR c^ 3Mi^ Rra m 3?Rr®ig> arFft st^rbit arrai^ rth 
^ w Jjgcr ^ afR 3MR!^ tit tRf^ ^ ^ 

3j^ ^ fc^TT 4t R»riigR 3?^ ^ ?cF ^ mf^ ^ cig- gc^ 
srRrgjiRql TIT ^ am jnRjgjrRrfi g5t aiN ^ nc^cft ^ irr ^ ^ TTcRft ^ 
gj^TT? cPT mm m ^ g?g? ^ ^ rtct ^ 

PRtn^ ^ ^r arrM ^ fr i* 

m: mr=r mri ^ fpRr Rjrft ^ft w w ^ fcieig ’tw ggn ^t3t f^tl^rmm aft? 
g^TTw ^ Tjfr #pfT g?^ Hrj5>*rR<ft m am mfSlgiiRTit tic^ ^ gn^oi 
3^ |3TT ^ .gfr gs^ g»i jum ^ai gj? t I 

5. f?i g5t gjiftgT^ ^ ^Rrr mu g^nr ^ ^ aft? ?igg3 gggr# ft R<? gg^f 

gft etth ft ?i3gT? fftRRr%g tw ^ t > 

(i) <7W5?(cf%-ci 5i?r ggr? grr ^ gRft ft ggft ^aiftM gRT ??r jnfftgRwi 

jTiRf ?rifftfslgj ?if§cT aft? ggnmr m?r aftftfftgir ^ em 53 ^ ai#? tjxm ritr 
^ ft Rt^ ?Tf^ ^ gft ft ^ tt? f^jRBT q? TPTftgr^ g^gr aftftgrft ^ ^gigr ft i 
^aftiM SRT R? IftTRR ft g? gsng tftfftg ft g?- jnfftgRtT RTRft ftft 
RRcft ft FRTftg gftf gj? ??^ aft? ftft trwft RFiwg rjrt aftftfftgiT gft eir?i 53 srt 
J ig^ gigftft ^ ar^ ^ Rirftt ftft bm fftftg Tgrft ^ fcnj ^ xgift 

gif^ I g? gicT -RftgjR ^?ftt ftftft ^ ftt rj^mn tuf^nsam gft aftftgnRar ft agft 
ft ^3gft wg^ RtgRoT ^ Pftgtcrt^^ fttg mm arggiT grr mi^ ft ■•- 

(gj) Rgrrmg Rrrfti / infft? ^Jftgcf imiNgft ft gft ift rh ft ftftm gg irnTg 1 

m WT jRftcRnaft ft / Rtig jRftgvraft gft jftfttfttft ftmaft ft amrftgg ; aft? 



[^m—•^!ng4] 


W TSPI wra ; 
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(n) jfTl?j3Rnr gRT «f5»?on ^ i 

W35R ^ ^ ^ ^ tRP# ^ t W tlSWcR / Jn?fe 

^ ^ ^ iTB cpt Tj^ irora ^ ^r ^ sgsT? 3!^^ art^wi^ 

^ i M ^ ^ 3nl?m?OT ^ ^ ^ ^TB if ^ jwig ^ m 

'TW^TT t ?RT^ ^ gJt trf^f^jfM SR 'SinJ I Tisr 71? \Jo^ 3PRT 3Wf#liP ^ 
^ ^ tRB JI^ ^ flF^RRff 3f!7 ^ ^ ^TR 

A 5n^ ? ^ ^ sn^ ^ f^raiKRff git ’Otr RffffI ?rt 

3iq^ ^ gii^ Tft t?t4g 1^ ^ ^ ^ir?! w wm 'oraf^ f^m ^tff?f 

tn€f 3lk ^rt^fifgj ftwg-i 

(ii) ^ cT^ ^ t RR^ tK J??NtR ^RTO 3ffSrtitgH git EIRT 55 ^ 

ingEiFft ^ siEjtR gjntcn^ eprt 3?rg?gg> t i rbiw? 3#f^ git Wfr 66 wg 

?Ri gq imr^ git gmft ^ t i ^ ^3M€l ^ grgi 

1?R gpT^ if sRjR t^ REf jRR vragit ^ rr if vsgcw Higgpft g? amnfi? 
M 1 gR: cfgj??St ?terrait ^ #Rf g^ ^ ttr if 1%it% g^ E[g ?icit g? gnmf^ jmi^ 
^ tRjcft ^ srf^ifd mR ^ w wpcit i 

(iii) xtr^ gs^vifg (’TRg^ 1998) if sPRTtn ggr gg; gpfg^ g? t % wff ^ 

g>w |g cf> f^ jnteaft gir t^nirgR g ^rt gnt^ i fSifirR qxRt git g^ 

HR 4 g?^ ?j?ff ^ / ^RfiER if ?4t 14^ git smrnr ggr 11 ?^t gw^ 4 

'fl^'SRfci g^ t % f4ctg 4fR jntitg5TM ^ gsrr l ^34M 4 ^ 
g4 Rr git g^ t aR: g? x4«r g?^ ang?gg» ^ giRft t ggr fetsr ^aftiM git 
f^4t Rci4t % girgg ^ t ^SRgg-. sfigg? g? w\ 3R?r 4 4 % t44<t jisfiggi 
f^*4giy ^ inftgR ^ Rff 4t RgRt i f?T 44g 4 ctsw fgr gRu frg 

t> 

(gj) ^tRR 44? HTf&ggf4jt sri 4gg ggr «n tor gw r^ i 

(^) ww^^<ft<^c^ 4 ^ ^ ^RFnSt 4 gR4 ^ an#? pfRrgr 4 am^ 

g? RRT gRRT 5n4Pig> ^ % ggr ^ ^rrr gi^ gg 3 rf 4 wg> 

ejT I RTOwr 4 gR gg gift wm r# f4cRT gi^RR ^ ^ajt4t€f 
^ arfirwi 4 Rg4 # :^t?R ^ i 3?4t rr g^ %gT w 

gitRR g4 ^3Tcft gR4 ^ ?{tRR ^ 4?0r5 gg w Ri?n i 

(r) rr^ gi^ ^4tRc^ gitR?«? i 4 rt g>4Wt€t 4 g>?T t g? g^br? 
4tRr 4s 4 4 RJiRT w RgwT «JT I g? g?if4 gg ^ brw r# 4 % 

TOR 4 ^4rr ^ 3r 4 t#iw 4 ^ 4 f47 RM %gT sg ( 

(g) WTR^rftTOf 4 r 4 1^ t TOR g4 gitR? 4 3# ^ r 4 gncft gw 4 rt 
grf^ 8IT I oNt'M 4 Rggg g? jtrgRR %? t Rg4 gf4R? ^sieft to 4 
git 3t^Rf4 44 4 ggft i^gg? r# f^wr i tor wm 4 ifgYggr gw ai4%f 
f4f4R 4gitr wgR to 4 git 3i4ffrr gwRT 4gR r^ 11 g?jratgfiT gg gg? 
t g? tor ww 4 3i 4^ 4g?t jrr gw4 g>t rIr 1 f? rr 4 4 
?PtRR RTf^t gw4 4 g? RtR 34? 4t R??g^ 4 gn4t 4 ggtf^? RR|gy 
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CfT ^ tTf^ ^ 3?t^OT^ W t gJFTT ^ 

^ «n alk ^ # t«TRH 'J?JiT srr f?^wr sfsf 11^ ?? 

ITcT ^ T?^ m ?3Teft ajT WIIRT I 

■vjqfcW ^ W l^rotfl '-7^ W f^ WT §F?T 

?^r ^ ^ c^? mm ^ fj?T ^ ^0rTc^t ^ t 

^3Tt ^ cPRTJT |3n I 

(iv) ^ #fTr ^ nriWM sro ^ ^ arcrt^t ^ 

^ crq;?r ^ f^Rr^r ^?Rcfn^ g?i ^ trgj 

^ f^mpT ^ fcrr: I ^ 3#?^ ^ ^ i> 

3PT 1c!^ ^ ^ crf^ §^ cRZf g^r gw 3i^ g?^ cpT gjt^ g^ ^ 

rjm> tjct {Mg gwrci f i g? go^res^ 1 wg Rim w fM Mcr t 

3fR m Wcw spg 3{^ c^t ^ {^ f^r^w g^ ^ wgi i o^gMf^ ^ 

#HT ggj {Mr t gqfcfg gi^ ^ vjit^ g{t 3igftr ^ ggg gf^ ^ 'i{{?ff 
goRET 3r^ EPi WR ^ ^ I ^ f^?f^ ^{ ^ gg 3Tg1^ ^ feR ■’{wg 

JWRt g5{ gig wgy gfM ^ 11 

(v) ^3 tpM ^ 3pg gtfctfer^ grg -^tg? / ^gft ^ gn^ g5{ 3Tct1?j ^ ?{{ ggrgg 

jmR ERjR eM <?5{ gg^ git gfM cMr ^ ^Mr^gg ifMrM 
3R{tf^ 3fPP ifM ^ giM grsRrg girgrcTO sm grf^ wM gir 
IMt 1 1 ^ tfg^ gjgT ggr t, vjwmg gqrgigrg ^ fMg c^ sng ^r ^ 1^ 

jnjSmwT ^ arggigr ggr %gig gF t f^ ggg sm %t? gi? fMg ^ MtcRn 
fup^ g^ t i fg gig^ ^ ^gR g? ga^ ggr t fMg tratagi g>{ gM t 

g^' fjg ; g^ g? Rgrf&ig tMi ggr t % g? gfig ^ gM ^ fsg i M 

^r ^ccP rrrfitcprf^gt gig grt M gg^ g5t 3?crl^ c^ ^ ^atnM gig crjc? 

tM g? ggigg jpM g>{ giM f^ gn^ gg xrgrygipttrjgr ^ m ^ g?rg 

gf 11 

(vi) w gtg^ if ^jofggr gr^ || {^ ^ f? g? 3Tig?gg> g# 11^ c^gtnM 3pg 

g^tlM gig f^ arglSf if aitgg ^ gmt gg 3icrf^ ^ {^^ gwg jpM t ^ngn if 

ggcT ^ c^ Mif M gif gtfifcr wif ^ ^ gn if ggtgg M i 

6, gf^giggROT, art? gg^ ggif garr ?TPjf^ fM? - ^ arwr? g? gg jut^tawi #g ■:5cgr 

sTTfEtcPTf^gt gig ^ ggif gtt arcif^t c^ {^ EftaMt^t gig g^ fM gg FfR fMnt att aiM 

gr^if itM ^?ft^ gvf#gi hid feiD ^ arwntgg air sRcftag? war 1 1 


gg. gm. stm 

[ f??flW143/IlI/I V-2002 ] 


TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS 
NOTIFICATION 

New Delhi, the ISthMarclj, 2002 

No. TAMP/94/2001-CPT. —In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 48 of the Major Port Trusts Act, 1963 
(38 of 1963), the Tariff Authority for Major Ports hereby disposes of the representation made by M/s. Seahorse Ship 
Agencies Pvt. Limited for waiver of ground rent leried by the Kolkata Port Trust for the period of detention of its 
containers by the Customs as in the Order appended hereto. 




[VFTin—11^4] 
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SCHEDULE 

Case No! TAMP/94/2001-CPT 

M/s. Ssahorto Ship Agsncias Pvt Limited - Applicant 

Vs 

The Kolkata Port Trust (KoPT) -- Respondent 


Q R P E R 

(Passed on this 11th day of March 2002) 


This case relates to a representation made by M/s. Seahorse Ship Agencies 
Pvt. Ltd. (SSAPL) for waiver of ground rent levied by the Kolkata Port Trust (KOPT) for the 
period of detention of their containers by the Customs. 


2.1. The SSAPL has made the following points in its representation: 

(i). A container belonging to one of Its principals landed at the Kolkata Docks on 
10 July 2001 and was destuffed on 9 August 2001. During the course of 
destuffing 12 packages were found to be unmanifested. The customs 
authorities seized the container and the unmanifested cargo. 


(II). Subsequently, on a detailed scrutiny of all the documents and submissions 
made by the SSAPL, It was found that the 12 cartons were actually manifested 
goods and part of a consignment imported by some other company in the 
' same vessel. The detention notice was, therefore, withdrawn by the Customs 
on 30 August 2001. 

(Mi). The KOPT was requested to waive the container ground rent charges for the 
period from 9 August 2001 to 4 September 2001 in view of the Customs’ 
official detention; but, the KOPT has refused to consider Its request in the 
absence of any provision in the Scale of Rates (SOR). 

(Iv). The previous SOR of the KOPT contained a clause that no detention/rent shall 
be charged for the period the container/cargo are officially detained by the 
Customs. 


2.2. In this backdrop, the SSAPL has requested this Authority to direct the KOPT 

not to charge the container ground rent for the period from 9 August 2001 to 4 September 
2001. 


3.1. In accordance with the procedure prescribed, a copy of the proposal was sent 

to concerned representative bodies of port users and the KOPT for comments. The comments 
received are summansed below; 

The Assoclaaon of Shlooina In terot in Catoutta (ASICl 

(I). The container was detained by the Customs for no fault of the SSAPL. As per 
the long established practice followed by the KOPT, rent on cargo/container is 
not charged If the cargo/container Is detained by the Customs for a specified 
period. Therefore, no ground rent on the container shall be realised from the 
SSAPL for the period of Custom detention. 

(ii). This being a matter of ‘refund’ and not of ‘waiver* of ground rent, the KOPT 
could have granted refund under section 55 of the MPT Act 1963. The 
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absence of relevant provielons in the SOR is not a valid reason. The SOR Is 
subordinate to the MPT Act; and, cannot over-rule the Act 

Tht Shipping Corootatlon of India Umlted (SCll 

(j). Although no reference about the clause relating to waiver of rent if the 
cargo/container is officially detained was found in the earlier port tariff, there is 
a definite merit in the representation made. 

(IQ- The detention of the container was made on the specific tnstnictions of the 
Customs authorities; and, ultimately no case was found against the SSAPL 
The agents shall not therefore, be made to pay the detention charges for no 
fault of theirs. 

The Kolkata Port Trust fKOPTl 

(I) . As per Section 48 of the MPT Act 1963, the TAMP la empxrwered to frame a 

Scale of Rates and Statement of Conditions under which any of the service 
specified In that section shall be performed by the port or any other person 
authorised under Section 42. The Port Trusl^s Board is empowered to waive 
the demurrage charges under Section 53 of the MPT Act 1963, 

(II) . Since the KOPT is not responsible for the detention, there is no merit in the 

appeal of the SSAPL. 

/ 

The Eastern Indi a Shipnera Asaoclaflon fEISA) 

(i). No ground rent shall be levied for the period of detention as the shipping 
agents are In no way responsible for detention of the containers by Customs. 
Similarly, demurrage on the cargo shall also be waived. 

Th e Bengal Chamber of Commerce and Induatrv (BCCI) 

(I) . The TAMP may notify waiver of ground rent by the KOPT for the period of 

detention of container by the Customs, which Is another department of the 
Government for Investigation. 

(II) . The SSAPL did not cause any illegal import; and, the goods were properly 

accounted for and accepted by the Custom authorities. Hence, in the absence 
of a relevant notified provision in the SOR of the KOPT, waiver may bo 
considered by the TAMP. 

3.2. A copy each of the above comments was sent to the SSAPL and the KOPT as 

feedback information. 

4.1- A Joint hearing In this case was held on 7 January 2002 in Kolkata. At the joint 

hearing, the following submissions were made: 

M/i. SeihOfBe Shin Agencies Prt vate Limited (88APL1 

(I) . The Port Trust has refused to waive; therefore, we have come to the TAMP. 

(II) . If the Port Trust had a CFS we could have off-loaded the cargo dnd released 

the container. 

(III) . The Customs had detained; why should we pay? 

(Iv). The container was kept In the custody of the KOPT. There was some pilferage 

In an adjacent container. Some cargo of that was put Into our container. All 
this was not our doing. 
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(^. An enquiry was made by the Cuatotns, and they had cleared ua. They found 
pilferage; breaking open of our container; and, dumping of unmanlfeated 
e)«cess cargo into our contalrter. 

(vi) . The Port oouM hoMa dectuffad the cargo on day one and releaaed the oaigo; a 

lot of money would have been saved for us. 

(vii) . We started destuffing; the excess was detected; we informed the KOPT, they 

ncAified customs; and, the customs intervened. We want the period from then 
to be covered by walver/eNemption. 

CvMI). We knew about the enquiry conducted by the Customs. We even participated; 
but, no official letter was givwt about the detention, ao we could not oonvinca 
our principals. 

The Aeseoletten of fthtppinq Interesta In KotKela fAftlC) 

0). The port should have brought to the notice of the ship agent, the problem on 
day one. when it was noticed. 

(li). The surveyor only reports on condition of lock and seal. The carrier must have 
carefully looked Into It before dearing the box for landing. 


Kolkata Port Trust fKQPn 


(i). This was sn FCL arul not an LCL container. 

(II). It was at a non-CPY berth. The SSAPL wrongly refers to CPY berth. The 
destuffing at the non-CPY berth is done by the agents, and not by the port 

(iii). The Supreme court judgment In the Airports Authority of India case has also 
upheld the levy of demurrage on cargo by the port trust even during the period 
of detention by the Customs. 

(v). Linas should have movad the oontainai' to tha Custom bondad area. 

(vQ. There was no request from the agent for destuffing. 

(vii). They waited for the FCL party. That was the delay. 

(vill). The yard superintendent was Informed about destuffing. Ths carrier was also 
Informed. 


4.2. At the Joint hearirrg. the KOPT filed a written submiaston containing its 

oommsrrts on the representation of tha SSAPL. In addition to detailing the history of the case, 
the following points have been made by the KOPT against refund of the ground re^- 

(i). The container agent Is responsible for making anangementi for dechifflng; 
and. at no point of time the KOPT has refused/dwiled the agent to destuff the 
container. 


(10- The container physicaliy occupied the storao space Inside the port piemisea; 
and hence, the storage charges are recoverable. 

(ill). If the container was wrongfully detained, the agents can recoMSf the seme from 
the erring government ageiroy. The KOPT oanr>ot be denied of the legitimete 
charges for Its services. 
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(l>^. Th« TAMP hm itwued ■ darificattion in this regard vide letter No. TAMP/OQ/QO- 
Mlsc. dated 30 October 2001 on Its Order pretcriblng the time limit of two 
months for levy of storage charges on FCL container 

"Sino 0 the Port has no oonirol over such oon^innr mnd omnnot makm 
armngwnont for doattMng e« the cergo ehng wHh the conteiner ia 
/ oondsceted by the Cuaioma euthortOoa. tn auch cases, 
however, the ator^ ohergea wUl oeeae to eppfy Horn the dete the 
Cuatoma Authortbea ordered releeae of the oarga Soi aetzed / 
oonfieomted oonMner can be required (by the Port Truaf} to be 
removed (by toe Hne/Coneignee) tbom ita premieea to the Cuatoma 
Bonded Areeao that its apace ia not unneoeaaerlty occupied." 

(v). The fbfiowino note' in the raviaed SOR has bean approved for insertion with 
effect from 4 April 2001: 

"Where the conMnerls aefzedtoontlaceted by the Cuatoma AutootIUea 
and toe aame cannot be deatutfed within toe pteactibed tone tonHaf75 
deya. the Storage Chargee will cease to apply fnom toe dale the 
Cuatoma order r ef ea ae of toe cargo aubject to the Unea obaerving the 
neoeaaery tormabbea and bearing (he ooat of tmnaportaihn and 
deatutong. C^terwiae, aelzed/bonflacated' container ahould be 
removed by the Line J Conaignee fpom toe port premlaea to toe 
Cuatoma Bonded Aree and in that case toe Storage Charges ahail 
ceaae to apply from toe dateofauch remcn/al." 

(i/i). The Hon'ble Supreme Court has passed the fbiiowing orders in the case of the 
International Airport Authority Vs. Mfs. Qrand Siam international [1905 (I), 
Scale 850:1005 AIR SCE1802; p<1028]: 

'‘An Autoority oreofed under a atatute even if ft la toe cuatodien of toe 
imported gooda because of the provlaion of Customs Act f OOt, would 
be entitled to charge demunegea for the imported gooda in Ita custody 
and make the importer or conaignee liable for the aame wen for period 
during which hefit was unable to clear toe gooda bom the Cuatoma 
Aree due to fault on the pert of the Cuatoma Authorlhea or other 
autoorlttos who might have laaued CMentlon CerWcato owning auch 
fault" 


it is, theratore, lawful and rMSonabla for a port trust to oharga demurraga on 
any goods, which has arisen due to the fault of Customs or other authorities 
who might have Issued the detention ceittftcate. 

5. With reference to the totality of information collected during the processing of 

this case, and bearing in mind the argumerrts advanced at the joint hearing, the follawing 
position emergss;- 


(i). Before proceeding with the issue agitated by the SSAPL, it becomes 
npcessary to deal with the statement made by the KOPT about the statutory 
pcMTsr availabis to this Authority and the power vested with the Port Trust 
Board under Seotion 63 of the MPT Aot implied in the statement made by the 
KOPT Is a suggestion that this Authority cannot Intenrene in cases like the one 
in rafersncs and such matters should be Ml to be decided by the Board of 
Trustees of the KOPT under the powers oortferrsd on it by Section 53 of the 
MPT Act. It has to be recognised that setting tariffs at the major ports, vwhioh 
falls under the oompetenoe of this Authority, can take the following three 
routes: 


(a). A proposai from the major ports trusts / private terminal 
operators for modifioation of ttta Scala of Rates 
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(b) . A representation from users / representative bodies of port 

users; and 

(c) . Suo motu action by this Authority. 

The Government has already advised that this Authority can prescribe Scale of 
Rates of the major ports trusts I private terminals with retrospective effect, if 
such an approval becomes essential. That being so, this Authority can alter 
the Scale of Rates of the KOPT with retrospective effect. If some exceptional 
circumstances to do so emerge. It may also be relevant here to mention that 
grievances relating to port tariff which may relate to application of the existing 
tariffs as well as hardship caused due to absence of a specific conditionality In 
the Scale of Rates, cannot be left to be decided by the port trusts at their will 
when a neutral, third party and statutory regulator is in position. 

(ii). The ASIC has argued that the instant case needs to be dealt with under the 
provisions of Section 55 of the MPT Act Section 55 of the MPT Act deals with 
refund of over-charges levied by a port tmst As pointed out by the KOPT, the 
charges realised In the instant case were based on the provisions available In 
its Scale of Rates. Levy of charges based on rates and conditionalities 
prescribed in the Scale of Rates for the corresponding services rendered 
cannot be termed as an over-charge. 

(III). One of the guidelines adopted at the Chennai Workshop (February 1998) is 
about users not being made responsible for delays caused by the ports. This 
principle has been followed in prescribing / amending many of the 
conditionalities in the Scale of Rates of different ports. In this case, admittedly, 
the delay was caused by the Customs. Since a relief has been sought from 
the KOPT, it becomes necessary to examine whether the delay was due to any 
fault of the KOPT. It may perhaps not serve any useful purpose to harp only 
on the pleadings that the user is not responsible for the delay caused. 

In this regard, the following points deserve consideration: 

(a) . The container was detained by the Customs and not by the port. 

(b) . Since the SSAPL has alleged tampering with the contents of the 

container, it may be relevant to see if the KOPT was the custodian of 
the container at the critical time. There is no proof available on record 
to say that the tampering happened when the container was in the 
custody of the KOPT. All that has been mentioned is that the 
tampering was noticed at the time of destuffing. 

(c) . The container in question was an FCL container. As pointed out by the 

KOPT, this container could have been moved to the Customs bonded 
area. There Is nothing to show that the Port had compelled the 
container to remain within its premises. 

(d) . The SSAPL has argued that the port should have destuffed the 

container Immediately on landing. The KOPT has responded that it 
had never denied permission for destuffing of the container. It is 
unreasonable to expect a port trust to presume the various services 
required by a user. It is for the user to requisition different services 
required by him from the port trusts. In the instant case, this requisition 
assumes more significance for destuffing since the container in 
reference was an FCL container which might not necessarily be 
destuffed in the port premises; and, it had landed at a non-CPY berth 
which meant that destuffing, in any case, was to be done by an agent 
and not by the port. 
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From the above. It cannot be reasonably concluded that the delay was 
caused by the port not only In respect of the detention of the container, 
but also on the associated services Involved with dastuffing it 

(Iv). The BCCI has argued for waiver of ground rent levied by the KOPT for the 
period of detention of the container by the Customs on the ground that another 
department of the Oovemment caus^ the delay. Even if the KOPT and the 
Customs are seen to be instrumentalltleB of the same Government, there is no 
Justification for ignoring the fact that they are separate legal and financial 
entities. It Is noteworthy that a port trust is a self-financing organisation and It 
cannot stand responsive for acts of commission / omission of other arms of 
the Oovemment. As has been argued by the KOPT, the container in reference 
continued to occupy revenue earning space Inside the port premises during the 
period of its detention. That being so, the KOPT Is justified in demanding 
storage charges for that period. 


(v). The KOPT has cited an order passed by the Supreme Court in a case relating 
to the International Airports Authority of India to Justify its action to levy storage 
charges even during the period of detention of container / cargo by other 
statutory agencies. Irrespective of the Supreme Court decision, as has already 
been pointed out, the principle followed by this Authority is that users are not to 
be responsible for delays caused by the port In this case, it has only been 
argued that the delay was caused not due to the fault of the user; but, it is not 
established that it was due to the fault of the port That being so, there is no 
merit in the request of the SSAPL for refund of storage charges levied by the 
KOPT for the period of detention of its container by the customs. 

(vl). In view of the position dearly emerging in this case, it is not necessary to 
modify the Scale of Rates of the KOPT to include a conditionality about 
allowing relief In payment of storage charges for the period during which 
containers are detained by other agencies, 

6. In the result, and for the reasons given above, and ba^d on a collective 

application of mind, this Authority rejects the representation of M/s. Seahorse Ship Agendas 
Pvt, Ltd. for refund of the ground rent levied by the KOPT for the period of detention of their 
containers by the Customs. 


S, SATHYAM, Chairman 
[ADVT./143/m/IV-2a)2] 
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